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Dear Members of the General Court: 
I am pleased to submit this Report to the Legislature: Intervention and Targeted Assistance 
Efforts pursuant to Chapter 131 of the Acts of 2010, line item 7061-9408: 
"For targeted intervention to schools and districts at risk of or determined to be 
underperforming under sections II and lK of chapter 69 of the General Laws, schools 
and districts which have been placed in accountability status .... " 
This report responds to the Legislature's request for information on expenditures and activities 
related to intervention and targeted assistance, and also G.L. c. 69, § lJ(z) on School and District 
Intervention, which reads in relevant part: 
"The commissioner shall report annually to the joint committee on education, the house 
and senate committees on ways and means, the speaker of the house of representatives 
and the senate president on the implementation andfiscal impact of this section and 
section 1 K. The report shall include, but not be limited to, a list of all schools currently 
designated as underperforming or chronically underperforming, a list of all districts 
currently designated as chronically underperforming, the plans and timetable for 
returning the schools and districts to the local school committee and strategies used in 
each of the schools and districts to maximize the rapid academic achievement of 
students. " 
The legislative report for FYlO (2009-10) included a description of the Frameworkfor District 
Accountability and Assistance (see Attachment A here), which guides the work of the 
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education's Division for Accountability, Partnership, 
and Assistance ("the Division") through clearly defined principles of practice. Those principles 
are as follows: 
1. The district is the entry point for the Department's accountability and assistance work; 
the focus of state assistance will be on building district capacity to support and guide 
improvement efforts in individual schools; therefore, a district's placement in one of the 
Framework's five accountability levels is determined by the designation of its lowest 
performing school. 
2. A strong accountability system will not, by itself, result in continued improvement. A 
parallel system of assistance and intervention is necessary to secure continued, significant 
improvement. 
3. Levels of accountability and intensity of assistance and intervention need to match the 
severity and duration of any identified problems. 
4. The number of districts identified for Levels 4 and 5 is based on statute, regulations, 
and ESE capacity to provide appropriate levels of assistance; placement at Levels 3, 4, 
and 5 is independent of NCLB designations. 
In the pages of this year's Report related to FY 11 (2010-11) expenditures and efforts in line item 
7061-9408, you will see that the Department provides a range of assistance to districts based on 
their Framework level. 
Throughout FY11 and into the beginning of FY12, the Division has focused its targeted 
assistance efforts on building the capacity of the ten Commissioner's Districts, the districts 
formerly designated as underperforming and now identified as Level 4 districts, and the Level 3 
districts which are working to improve systems and practice proactively with a less significant 
need for intervention than their Level 4 counterparts. Assistance to these districts has been 
focused at the central office level, based on research and lessons learned from the past which 
highlight the fact that strong district systems are needed to prompt, bolster, and sustain 
improvements made at the school level. Both the Findings Regarding Implementation & 
Preliminary Outcomes of the DSAC Initiative! and the report on Emerging Practices in 
Rapid Achievement Gain Schools 2 document the direct benefit of services funded through the 
targeted assistance line item. Increased funding of this effective line item has been a high priority 
of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education. Current funding restricts the breadth and 
depth of services that ESE is able to provide to level 3 schools and districts. 
FY11 was also a time of addressing, through direct assistance and state and federal funding, the 
needs of the state's first cohort of schools designated as Level 4. To address those needs 
adequately and ensure the sustainability of improvements, the Division maintained its focus on 
district systems, connecting with central office staff to ensure supports for school-based 
administrators, teachers, and students. One key system, human resources/evaluation, became 
more focused, with the Department's commitment to building a model Educator Evaluation 
system and with the Division's commitment to working with districts to implement that 
system-first in Level 4 schools in 2011-12; across all schools in districts receiving Race to the 
Top funds in 2012-13; and across the remainder of schools in 2013-14. 
I am very pleased to inform you that on February 9, 2012, the u.S. Department of Education 
formally approved the flexibility waiver application that we submitted on behalf of The 
Commonwealth under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA, reauthorized in 
2001 as the No Child Left Behind Act, or NCLB). The Board of Elementary and Secondary 
Education discussed and voted to endorse the proposed flexibility waiver in October 2011. In 
short, the new system requires that schools and districts cut proficiency gaps in half over the next 
six years. The new accountability and assistance standards in place for the 2012-2103 school 
year will be reflected in the FY13 legislative report. 
I http://www.doe.mass .edulboe/docsI2012-01litem4_dsac-eoy2011 .pdf 
2 http://www .doe. mass.edulboe/docs/20 12-04/i tem2. pdf#search=% 22emerging% 22 
If you would like to discuss this report in greater detail or have questions, please feel free to 
contact me. 
Mi chell D. Chester, Ed.D. 
Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education 
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Introduction 
The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education respectfully submits this Report to the 
Legislature on activities related to Chapter 131 of the Acts of 2010, line item 7061-9408: 
"For targeted intervention to schools and districts at risk of or determined to be underperforming under 
sections II and lK of chapter 69 of the General Laws, schools and districts which have been placed in 
the accountability status of identified for improvement, corrective action or restructuring pursuant to 
departmental regulations, or which have been designated commonwealth priority schools or 
commonwealth pilot schools pursuant to said regulations; provided, that no money shall be expended in 
any school or district that fails to file a comprehensive district plan pursuant to the provisions of section 
1I of said chapter 69; provided further, that the department shall only approve reform plans with proven, 
replicable results in improving student performance; provided further, that in carrying out the provisions 
of this item, the department may contract with school support specialists, turnaround partners and such 
other external assistance as is needed in the expert opinion of the commissioner, to successfully turn 
around failing school and district performance; provided further, that no funds shall be expended on 
targeted intervention unless the department shall have approved, as part of the comprehensive district · 
improvement plan, a professional development plan which addresses the needs of the district as 
determined by the department; provided further, that eligible professional development activities for 
purposes of this item shall include, but not be limited to: professional development among teachers of the 
same grade levels and teachers of the same subject matter across grade levels, professional development 
focused on improving the teacher's content knowledge in the field or subject area in which the teacher is 
practicing, professional development which provides teachers with research based strategies for 
increasing student success, professional development teaching the principles of data driven instruction 
and funding which helps provide common planning time for teachers within a school and within the 
school district; provided further, that preference in the awarding of such funds shall be given to 
professional development in math and English contentskills; providedfurther, thatfundsfrom any 
targeted intervention grant may be used to partially offset the cost of said professional development and 
common planning time; providedfurther, thatfunds may be expendedfor the purchase of instructional 
materials pursuant to section 57 of chapter 15 of the General Laws; provided further, that no funds shall 
be expended on instructional materials except where the purchase of such materials is part of a 
comprehensive plan to align the school or district curriculum with the Massachusetts curriculum 
frameworks; provided further, that preference in distributing funds shall be made for proposals which 
coordinate reform efforts within all schools of a district in order to prevent conflicts between multiple 
reforms and interventions among the schools; providedfurther, that funds may be expendedfor the 
commonwealth pilot school initiative established by the board in November 2006; providedfurther, that 
the department shall issue a report not later than February 2, 2012 describing and analyzing all 
intervention and targeted assistance efforts funded by this item; provided further, that such report shall 
include, but not be limited to: the number of schools and school districts eligible to receive such 
assistance, the number of students attending school in said districts, the nature and type of intervention 
activities funded through this item, by school and school district, the number of teachers in professional 
development funded in part through this item, the number of districts with curricula or professional 
development systems aligned with the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks and the number that are 
undertaking that effort with grants funded by this item, the number of outside vendors with whom the 
department has contracted to provide intervention and turnaround services, the amount each vendor has 
received and the results obtained in each instance, the number of students who have passed the 
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Massachusetts comprehensive assessment system and obtained a competency determination through these 
programs before, and during, the period of intervention and turnaround and any other data relative to the 
successes achieved or challenges faced by the effort to turn around schools, along with any legislative or 
budgetary recommendations for improving the initiative and increasing the success of all intervention 
efforts; providedfurther, that said report shall include an analysis of the number of districts with 
curriculum plans not aligned to the Massachusetts curriculum frameworks, along with any legislative and 
regulatory recommendations to address the issue; providedfurther, that the report shall be provided to 
the secretary of administration and finance, the senate president, the speaker of the house, the chairs of 
the house and senate ways and means committees and the house and senate chairs of the joint committee 
on education; provided further, that no funds shall be expended on recurring school or school district 
expenditures unless the department and school district have developed a long-term plan to fund such 
expenditures from the district's operational budget; providedfurther, thatfor the purpose of this item, 
appropriatedfunds may be expended through August 31, 2012, to allow for intervention and school and 
district improvement planning in the summer months; and provided further, that any funds distributed 
from this item to a city, town or region.al school district shall be deposited with the treasurer of such city, 
town or regional school district and held in a separate account and shall be expended by the school 
committee of such city, town or regional school district without further appropriation, notwithstanding 
any general or special law to the contrary; providedfurther, that funds may be expendedfor the 
continuation of a parent engagement program under section 2 of chapter 182 of the acts of 2008; 
provided further, that in carrying out the provisions of this item, the department may contract with 
vendors that have an established record of working with schools to target and enhance middle school 
academic support services, provided the department shall give priority to programs that have the capacity 
to serve not less than 25% of a district's middle school population, make available documentation of a 
minimum of $1 in private sector local or federal funds for every $1 in state funds, extend the learning day 
for students on site in the same building where students attend school during the day by a minimum of 10 
hours per school week; and provided further, said programs shall have conducted at least one 
independent longitudinal study demonstrating gains in student performance in any of the following areas; 
MCAS scores, school attendance, student grades, or long-term high school graduation rates, teach 
students in groups with ratios no larger than one to eighteen, integrate an extended school faculty which 
includes an on-site leader, andfurther, said program shall develop data sharing agreements and MOUs 
with middles schools to ensure the timely and effective sharing of grade progress and other formative or 
diagnostic measurement of student progress." 
This report also fulfills requirements related to G.L. c. 69, § IJ(z), which states: 
"The commissioner shall report annually to the joint committee on education, the house and senate 
committees on ways and means, the speaker of the house of representatives and the senate president on 
the implementation and fiscal impact of this section and section 1 K. The report shall include, but not be 
limited to, a list of all schools currently designated as underperforming or chronically underperforming, 
a list of all districts currently designated as chronically underperforming, the plans and timetable for 
returning the schools and districts to the local school committee and strategies used in each of the schools 
and districts to maximize the rapid academic achievement of students. " 
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The report refers to underperforming schools and districts across the state as defined in M.G.L. ChI 69 
(l)(J)(a), which states: 
"Schools that score in the lowest 20 percent statewide among schools serving common grade levels on a 
single measure developed by the department that takes into account student performance data and, 
beginning on July 1. 2011. improvement in student academic performance, shall be deemed eligible for 
designation as underperforming or chronically underperforming. Not more than 4 per cent ofthe total 
number of public schools may be designated as underperforming or chronically underperforming at any 
given time. " 
The report also refers to Level 3 schools and districts as defined in 603 CMR 2.04 (2): 
"Placement of schools and districts in Level 3. A school shall be placed in Level 3 of the framework for 
district accountability and assistance if it scores in the lowest 20% statewide of schools serving common 
grade levels pursuant to 603 CMR 2.05(2)(a). A district shall be placed in Level 3 of the framework for 
district accountability and assistance if it has a school that has been placed in Level 3. " 
and to Level 4 schools and districts as defined in 603 CMR 2.05 (2): 
"Placement of schools in Level 4 (underperforming). (a) A school shall be eligible for placement in Level 
4 if it scores in the lowest 20% statewide of schools s(!rving common grade levels on a single measure 
developed by the Department that takes into account: school MCAS performance over a four-year period 
based on Composite Performance Index (CP!) in English language arts; CPI in mathematics; and 
percentages of students scoring in the "warning" or ''failing'' category on MCAS; and, beginning on July 
1,2011, improvement in student academic performance. [Subsection (b) excluded.} 
(c) Not more than 4% of the total number of public schools may be in Levels 4 and 5, taken together, at 
any given time. 
(d) Any school designated by the Board as chronically underperforming prior to 2010 may be placed in 
Level 4. " 
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Overview 
In FY11, federal and state policy changes created a new context for district and school improvement and 
turnaround activities. Those policy changes provided greater definition, urgency, and leverage around 
improving schools and the district systems that support schools' work. 
The Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education's Division for Accountability, 
Partnership, and Assistance ("the Division") approach to school improvement is aimed at helping to build 
effective district systems and strengthen district capacity for the purpose of supporting schools. In FY11, 
the Division continued its work based on that approach, as it aligned well with new policies. Our aim was 
to take advantage of several key initiatives being implemented at the Department, including: 
• July 2010: Year two of ESE's Regional System ojSupport, with District and School Assistance 
Centers (DSACs) serving six regions statewide and building the capacity of Level 3 (and some 
Level 4) districts across the Commonwealth; 
• August 2010: Massachusetts' award of federal Race to the Top funding, calling for a significant 
increase in the number of initiatives to be managed by the Division for Accountability, 
Partnership, and Assistance; 
• September 2010: Year 1 of implementation of the Level 4 Schools turnaround process under An 
Act Relative to the Achievement Gap in 34 schools across 9 districts; 
• October 2010: Launch of the new Massachusetts Superintendents Induction Program, designed to 
prompt the use of research-based strategies to train and coach new superintendents in 
Massachusetts' low-performing districts; 
• May 2011: The Board of Elementary and Secondary Education's ("the Board") approval of the 
Level 4 District Intervention process, authorizing the Division to hold underperforming districts 
accountable through a newly created and more robust system of accountability and assistance; and 
• June 2011: The Board's vote to approve new Regulations on the Evaluation oj Educators, 
transforming how educators throughout the Commonwealth are evaluated on performance. 
In FY11, the Division continued to support Level 3 and Level 4 districts through initiatives designed to 
build district capacity to improve educational conditions for the Commonwealth's most struggling schools 
while engaging in significant planning to implement new accountability and assistance requirements, 
some of which are noted above, coherently and effectively. On the following pages are major categories 
of work that state Targeted Assistance funding supported in FY11. 
4 
The Massachusetts State System of Support 
The Division for Accountability, Partnership, and Assistance implements the Massachusetts State System 
of Support. This system consists of two offices within the Division that comprise the state' s infrastructure 
for delivering targeted assistance to Level 3, Level 4, and Level 5 districts. (See Attachment A, Level 
descriptors within the Frameworkfor District Accountability and Assistance.) These districts are those 
with schools in the lowest 20 percent of the state's performance. Utilizing two offices to deliver 
assistance through the State System was intentional, in order to suit different contexts based on different 
district sizes and needs. 
The Office of District and School Turnaround (ODST), serves the largest 10 districts-all of which are 
Level 4, except one which is Level 3 and one which was designated Level 5 in November 2011. Service 
is provided through the deployment of ODST District Liaisons, coordination with other Department 
offices, support of specialized projects for turnaround such as Wraparound Zones, planning and support 
for Level 4 schools, and partnerships with expert organizations that have had success working with school 
and district turnaround. This approach suits the needs of larger districts in which there is significant 
infrastructure for curriculum, services to special populations, and the like. 
The Office for the Regional System of Support (RSS), delivers services through the District Assistance 
Centers or DSACs. This office was created to address the needs of small- and medium-sized districts 
(priority for services goes to Level 3 districts) that have fewer schools and fewer people in central 
leadership positions to use in delivering the complex array of supports necessary to improve their schools. 
Both offices operate based on the following tenets: 
1) Support district capacity to accelerate school improvement; and 
2) Align assistance with key Department expectations (in regulation) for improvement (namely, 
the District Standards and Conditions for School Effectiveness). 
Also common to both offices within the State System of Support (ODST and RSS) is the use of a 
continuous cycle of improvement which prompts reflection and analysis, data-based information on 
results, new actions, and additional reflection. 
While there are commonalities across both offices, ODST's and the RSS' s entry into districts differs in 
that intervention is required in Level 4 districts, while accessing assistance is optional for Level 3 
districts. 
ODST and the RSS provide assistance using two approaches, based on the Department's understanding of 
the different needs of two distinct types of districts: very large districts with significant infrastructure 
including internal human resources, and smaller districts with fewer internal resources of their own. The 
larger urban districts need capacity building, a dedicated liaison to Department offices and resources, and 
specific support that varies from district to district. Therefore, assistance is fluid, and differs from site to 
site. The smaller districts, which often lack infrastructure and human resources, benefit from professional 
development, support for literacy and mathematics (in districts where dedicated "leads" for these 
curricular areas do not exist in the central office or at school level), support in serving special populations, 
and support in the gathering, dissemination, and analysis of data. For these districts, assistance tends to 
look more standard from site to site. 
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II 
Many of the Massachusetts Race to the Top programs rely on the State System of Support as the vehicle 
for ensuring that initiatives reach the Commonwealth's most struggling districts and schools. As the new 
curriculum frameworks, teaching and learning system, and educator evaluation initiatives are rolled out, 
the ODST District Liaisons and DSAC team members will serve as point-people for communication and 
implementation assistance. Accordingly, 2010-11 involved significant planning and capacity building 
within the State System to ensure that these new responsibilities did not come at the expense of assistance 
efforts already underway. Planning and capacity building also ensured that the new initiatives were 
communicated to districts as part of a coherent reform package. 
Office of District and School Turnaround 
The ODST provides implementation support to districts formerly known as Commissioner's Districts, or 
'''underperforming'' districts, which are identified for improvement or corrective action and have the most 
persistent student performance challenges. There are 1 0 Commissioner's Districts in total, with all but 2 
now in Level 4 status: Boston, Brockton (Level 3), Fall River, Holyoke, Lawrence (Level 5), Lowell, 
Lynn, New Bedford, Springfield, and Worcester. Nine of these districts are home to 38 of the 40 Level 4 
"underperforming" schools in the state (see p. 6). Table I (below) provides summary details regarding the 
districts served by ODST. 
Table I - Commissioner's Districts 2010-11 
Districts 
Schools 
Teachers 
Students 
Low Income 
First language not English or LEP 
Students with Disabilities 
10 (8 are now Level 4) 
352 
13,841 
186,357 
76% 
63% 
19% 
Source: Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
While Level 4 districts comprise the majority of those with which ODST works, Level 5 districts require 
intervention to the point of takeover/receivership. In 2010-11, the Department supported 13 Level 4 
districts (see p.6 for specifics); in 2011-12, the state added one new Level 4 district (Salem), and for the 
first time, named a Level 5 district (Lawrence). (See Attachment B for information on the methodology 
used in identifying Levels for schools and districts.) 
Office of the Regional System of Support 
The RSS manages six regional DSACs, prioritizing services to Level 3 districts. When resources permit, 
the RSS extends support opportunities to Level 2 and Levell districts. In 2010-11, the 6 regional DSACs 
provided services to 51 priority districts.3 Table II below provides additional summary details regarding 
the districts, schools, and students served through the RSS. 
3 In FY12, DSACs served 61 districts. 
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Table II - Regional System of Support 2010-11 
Districts 51 
Schools 335 
Teachers 12,039 
Students 175,275 
Low Income 47% 
First language not English or LEP 22% 
Students with Disabilities 18.5% 
Source: Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
Targeted Assistance to High-Need (Level 4) Districts 
In January 2010, Governor Patrick signed An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap, providing new 
authorities to superintendents and the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education to intervene 
in the Commonwealth's lowest performing districts and schools. With this new law, new funding and 
requirements of the federal School Improvement Grants (l003g), and Race to the Top turnaround 
initiatives, the Department created the Office of District and School Turnaround (ODST) to ensure that a 
comprehensive approach was taken to leveraging the new resources and requirements through coherent 
and effective management. Districts enter Level 4 (and receive assistance from ODST) for one of two 
reasons: either (1) because they have one or more Level 4 schools, which are the Commonwealth's lowest 
performing and least improving schools (which is the case with Boston, Fall River, Holyoke, Lawrence, 
Lowell, Lynn, New Bedford, Salem, Springfield, and Worcester), or (2) because a district review has 
concluded that district-level challenges are so significant that they warrant state intervention (which is the 
case with Gill-Montague, Holyoke, New Bedford, Randolph, and Southbridge). 
Districts with Level 4 schools are given priority for federal School Improvement Grant (1003g) funds, 
ongoing assistance from an ODST District Liaison, and priority access to Race to the Top turnaround 
initiatives such as Priority Partners for Turnaround, Turnaround Teacher and Leader Teams, and 
Wraparound Zones. 
ODST District Liaisons are dedicated staff members who: 
./ Serve as a central Department point of contact for districts; 
./ Help districts navigate the state's new system of accountability and assistance, and ensure 
that districts access supports for Level 4 school turnaround/redesign planning; 
./ Facilitate the alignment and delivery of agency resources and assistance in support of the 
strategies and action steps outlined in the districts' improvement plans; 
./ Develop and model the use of activities, processes, and tools for assessing school and 
district assets and needs to inform the improvement planning process; 
./ Support districts by providing information as they apply for state and federal school 
improvement grants that are focused on building district systems and structures to support 
school improvement; 
./ Assist districts in establishing and monitoring benchmarks toward achieving outcomes in 
district and school improvement plans; 
./ Identify, introduce, and coordinate services of external partners/consultants; and 
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./ Conduct cross-district networking opportunities for districts to support the sharing of 
practices and prompt collaborative problem solving. 
Virtually all grants provided through ODST require district- and school-level data to drive priorities and 
strategies, a plan for monitoring implementation through tracking benchmarks and leading indicators, and 
evidence that the data collection and monitoring are resulting in mid-course corrections. ODST District 
Liaisons assist in building district capacity to analyze data in meaningful ways, and this helps the districts 
set rigorous but realistic benchmarks of progress and develop systems for monitoring progress and 
implementation. ODST District Liaisons also assist districts in applying lessons learned from Level 4 
school intervention to their most struggling Level 3 schools, ideally preventing more schools from being 
identified as Level 4. 
Regionally-Based Targeted Assistance 
In fall 2009, the Department's Regional System of Support established six regional DSACs to support 
districts and their schools in strategically accessing and using professional development and targeted 
assistance to improve instruction and raise achievement for all students. 
Each DSAC is led by a Regional Assistance Director, a recently retired superintendent, who works with a 
small assistance team comprised of a former principal, a data specialist, a mathematics specialist, and a 
literacy specialist. The DSAC teams collaborate with districts to assess districts' strengths and needs and 
then facilitate access to effective strategies, resources, and professional development; establish 
partnerships and networks; and deliver individualized assistance in a manner that is based on specific 
needs and framed by District and School Improvement Plans. Given the size and internal infrastructure of 
these smaller districts, the regional teams were designed to provide additional resources to districts in the 
key areas of leadership, mathematics, literacy, special populations' services, and data use. 
Examples of DSAC assistance include: 
./ Access to high-quality professional development in literacy, mathematics, instructional leadership, 
sheltered content for English language learners, and inclusive practices for students with 
disabilities; 
./ Assistance with self-assessments to target areas of greatest need and support for improvement 
planning at the school and district levels; 
./ Training on and modeling the use of tools for Learning Walkthroughs, building effective use of 
common planning time, and using data for district-level strategic decisions; 
./ Assistance with establishing or accessing networks for superintendents, principals, mathematics 
and literacy leaders, coaches, and/or teachers to share and learn about effective practices in 
instruction, data use, and leadership; 
./ Assistance with data reporting, analysis, and training in data use to support district self-assessment 
and evaluation; and 
./ Grant funding to support professional development and targeted assistance efforts aligned with 
specific District and School Improvement Plans. 
In FYll, the Regional System of Support (RSS) issued $600,000 in State Targeted Assistance funds in 
the form of grants to the 51 districts that received priority for services through the DSACs. This $600,000 
was part of a $3.4 million grant program that also included Title I School Improvement Grant funding 
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($1.4 million) and Title ITA Teacher Improvement funds ($1.4 million). Districts were expected to work 
collaboratively with their regional DSAC team to develop plans for grant fund use that effectively 
supported their District and School Improvement Plans and would assist in their efforts to address the 
District Standards and the Conditions for School Effectiveness. Districts used funds in three broad areas: 
1) to support educator participation in DSAC-approved Literacy and Mathematics Professional 
Development; 
2) to support educator participation in targeted assistance activities with their regional DSAC 
team; and 
3) to fund other professional development in areas not addressed by DSAC-approved coursework 
or to support other kinds of district initiatives. 
Nearly one third (32.4 percent) of total grant funds were used to purchase seats for over 1,600 educators 
in high-quality DSAC-approved mathematics and literacy professional development offerings. The 
percentage of state Targeted Assistance funds (29 percent) used for that purpose mirrored that of the 
overall grant, and funded over 200 seats in those courses. Districts also used a substantial proportion of 
state Targeted Assistance funds for stipends and/or substitutes to support educator participation in 
professional development, other targeted assistance activities with DSAC teams (such as engagement in 
the Conditions for School Effectiveness Self-Assessment process), or other 'district initiatives (for 
example, developing formative assessments to address the new Massachusetts Curriculum Frameworks). 
A third major use of state Targeted Assistance funds was for contractors hired to deliver professional 
development not offered through the DSACs or to support the implementation of other district initiatives 
identified through a rigorous planning process. 
Data-related services were provided to approximately 37 priority districts, including approximately one-
third of districts that were in the process of forming data teams. Conditions for School Effectiveness 
(CSE) Self-Assessments were a focus of DSAC engagement in approximately 32 priority districts. 
Learning Walkthroughs were a focus of DSAC engagement in approximately 12. In addition, 17 priority 
districts were provided with content-area support in literacy, and 10 priority districts were provided with 
content-area support in mathematics. 
An independent evaluation of the DSAC's work through lune 2011 by the UMass Donahue Institute 
included evidence to suggest a successful launch and early implementation of the regional assistance 
provided through the DSACs. The evaluation cited key milestones in the development, staffing, and 
service delivery of the regional assistance centers. Specifically related to (district) customer satisfaction, 
the study references: 
• DSAC teams that understand districts' needs and have essential experience and expertise; 
• DSAC staff that are accessible and responsive; 
• DSAC offerings that are relevant and highly regarded by program participants; and 
• lob-embedded services that are customized to districts' contexts. 
The evaluation also noted that districts accessing DSAC services possess a greater sense of urgency for 
improvement as well as access to new resources and services. Districts that engage more intensively with 
DSAC targeted assistance also pointed to the following impacts in their schools and districts: 
• Improved structures for data use and analysis; 
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• Increased opportunities and capacity for self-reflection and strategic planning; 
• Increased sense of shared responsibility for improvement among the educators in the 
district; 
• Increased opportunities for teacher leadership; and 
• Early changes in classroom practice. 
Intervention in Level 4 Districts, Designated Based on District 
Reviews 
FYll and early FY12 marked a transition in Department intervention in districts designated Level 4 based 
on the findings of a district review, rather than based on their having Level 4 schools. Under an earlier 
accountability framework, the Department designated four districts (Gill-Montague, Holyoke, Randolph, 
and Southbridge) as underperforming and provided significant intervention to one district (Fall River). 
The new Frameworkfor District Accountability and Assistance (Attachment A) was used to create a 
research-based and consistent approach to turning around performance in these underperforming districts. 
Following is a summary of the accountability and assistance context of each of these districts, as well as 
the process and planning the Department underwent to design a new system to be implemented in FYI2. 
For each district placed in Level 4 based on district-level challenges, ODST recruits, trains, and supports a 
half-time Level 4 District Plan Manager who reports to the Superintendent of the district and is 
responsible for providing lead project management support for the execution of a data-driven and results-
oriented Level 4 District Plan. The Plan Managers add additional internal capacity to these districts and 
help prepare monthly reports on progress to the Division. 
Fall River 
In August 2009, the Commissioner approved a Recovery Plan to help Fall River Public Schools address 
weaknesses in school committee governance, teaching and learning, human resource management, and 
financial management. The Recovery Plan established strategies, action steps, benchmarks, and timelines 
for needed improvement in district systems across the areas noted. 
Recovery Plan Progress Reports conveyed a District Monitor's evaluation of evidence presented by the 
district to show the work done in relation to each area of focus in the Recovery Plan. Overall, Fall River 
was found to have made progress in the areas of teaching and learning, human resource management, and 
financial management. 
The district brought these systems-teaching and learning, human resource management, and fiscal 
management-to bear as three schools which were declared Level 4 undertook redesign planning with 
district support. (While Fall River was declared a Level 4 district based on a district review, it also has 
Level 4 schools.) In each case, the schools were awarded funding to support the implementation of their 
plans, which addressed the Conditions for School Effectiveness. The schools are now utilizing that 
funding as planned work continues to unfold. These schools, due to their Level 4 status, are also the first 
in the district to implement the new model Educator Evaluation system. The district also was awarded 
Wraparound Zone funding through Race to the Top, and is adding to its systems and policies to ensure 
that the Zone improves students' ability to focus on school by ensuring that their social-emotional needs, 
as well as academic needs, are met. 
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Additional work will continue in the area of leadership and governance. To map out this work, the 
Division is transitioning Fall River to a Level 4 District Plan regarding the remaining areas of essential 
improvement in focus for school year (SY) 2011-12, with this new Plan being designed to streamline and 
focus efforts. 
FY12 assistance to Fall River includes continued work from two key consultants (former superintendents, 
contracted by the Department); one will support leadership development, and the other will work with the 
school committee on policy and its implementation. A third consultancy may begin, with the expectation 
that this consultant's work would entail a nuanced approach to checking in on school committee 
governance. The ODST District Liaison, deployed by the Division, is currently supporting District Plan-
development work, focusing with Fall River leadership on district systems of support for schools, and 
linking resources and supports to the Level 4 schools as they continue their turnaround efforts. 
Due to the level of assistance that has already been provided to Fall River, and the Department's belief 
that the district itself is ready to carry forward future improvements, a Plan Manager has not been 
embedded in Fall River. 
Gill-Montague 
Gill-Montague has been in Level 4 status for five years and has operated under a Turnaround Plan. 
During SYlO-11, the Division provided grant opportunities to support key strategies in the Plan. The 
Division has transitioned Gill-Montague to the new Level 4 District Plan to set the course for future work 
and to establish clear measures to assess progress toward meeting goals. 
Gill-Montague underwent a Center for District and School Accountability review in 2010. The district 
made improvements in mathematics and has established high-quality social development and support 
programs; however, it experienced flat performance in English language arts (ELA), as evidenced by 
recent MCAS scores. Instructional quality through alignment of curriculum, assessments, and 
professional development is now in focus for future work. This focus and district governance comprise 
the work of the District Plan for SYll-12. Gill-Montague now has a district Plan Manager, embedded to 
help with implementation. 
The Department recently released Gill-Montague from its fiscal oversight because the towns were able to 
agree on a budget after several years of budget impasses. In SYll-12, Gill Montague utilized Race to the 
Top funds, which it was awarded based on proposals submitted to the Department by the district, to move 
forward its work in a number of areas that will further strengthen district systems. 
Gill-Montague currently has no Level 4 schools. 
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Holyoke 
A new superintendent was appointed in Holyoke in 2010 and, prior to his appointment, was interviewed 
by members of the Department's senior staff. The superintendent is participating in the New 
Superintendents Induction Program, which was launched in August 2010 by the Department and the 
Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents (MASS). 
The superintendent continues to work closely with the Department to prioritize needed improvements. 
This includes work around the findings from a 2010 Center for District and School Accountability review. 
The superintendent's district leadership team developed redesign plans that were approved by the 
Commissioner for the two Level 4 schools in Holyoke. These plans were awarded through a competitive 
review process using federal school improvement grants in total amounts of $1,275,000 to transform 
Morgan Elementary, and $1,650,000 to restart Dean Vocational-Technical High School in partnership 
with an educational management organization, the Collaborative for Educational Services, or CES, of 
Northampton. Like Fall River, Holyoke was declared Level 4 based on a district review but also has 
Level 4 schools. Holyoke has transitioned to the new Level 4 District Plan with the help of District 
Management Council (DMC). As the district's Plan Manager, DMC is supporting Holyoke in identifying, 
planning, and implementing three critical priorities that should raise student achievement in the district: 
• Improving instructional leadership through forming district-wide and school-based instructional 
leadership teams, defining effective instruction, and implementing a walkthrough process; 
• Increasing the use of student achievement data to improve practice by ensuring consistent 
collection and analysis of data, developing a common district-wide inquiry process, and using 
formative assessment data; and 
• Focusing on literacy by monitoring student progress and interventions for students who struggle, 
and providing teachers with tailored professional development and instructional coaching based on 
identified skill gaps. 
Holyoke is currently focusing on implementation of the new Educator Evaluation system, which is being 
used by the district's Level 4 schools in SYll-12, prior to its spread across all Holyoke schools in SY12-
13. 
Holyoke submitted a Race to the Top proposal, which was approved, and the funding that has come 
through Race to the Top will allow the district to make more progress in relation to key projects, 
including a Wraparound Zone initiative designed to focus on social-emotional and health supports to 
students to ensure readiness for learning. 
New Bedford 
New Bedford has experienced significant leadership turnover, with three superintendents or acting 
superintendents since 2008. The ODST District Liaison, deployed by the Division, is currently supporting 
implementation of some elements of the District Plan, helping district leadership focus on systems of 
support for school and supporting Level 4 school turnaround efforts. 
In fall of 2010 New Bedford's John Avery Parker Elementary School was named as one of the state's first 
Level 4 schools. The Parker's Turnaround Plan was only approved for one year, because of reservations 
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concerning the capacity of the district to implement the reforms needed to secure accelerated academic 
progress for all students at the school. The district was placed in Level 4 status as a result of district-level 
challenges identified in its ESE District Review in 2011. 
The Parker Elementary School implemented the new educator evaluation framework in 2011-2012 as was 
required of the first cohort of Level 4 schools, and the district is preparing to roll out the model to the 
remaining 24 schools in the district next year. 
New Bedford is participating in a number of Race to the Top projects, including using vendors identified 
as Priority Partners for Turnaround, and identifying two internal candidates for the Turnaround Leaders 
initiative led by Teachers21 and the New York Leadership Academy. New Bedford was also one of the 
first districts statewide to receive training through the School Governance Project sponsored by MASS 
and MASC, and is participating in the New Superintendents Induction Program. 
Randolph . 
Randolph has been in Level 4 status for four years and has made a positive effort to address the issues that 
led to the Board's decision to declare the district underperforming. Students' achievement on the MCAS 
tests for ELA and mathematics improved and the rate of student academic growth is notable. These 
improvements can be credited to collaborative work on the part of the school district and town officials. 
During SYlO-ll, the Division provided grant opportunities to support key strategies in the district's 
Turnaround Plan, particularly in the areas of governance, cultural proficiency, parent engagement, and 
teaching and learning. Following a district review conducted by the .Department's Center for District and 
School Accountability, the Division has transitioned Randolph to the new Level 4 District Plan process 
used by the other districts described above. The district also has a Plan Manager. It does not, however, 
have any Level 4 schools as of the writing of this report. 
The district has taken significant steps to develop and implement a standards-based curriculum. The new 
Plan has focused on classroom instruction along with teacher support, with emphasis on effectively 
serving special education students and English language learners. . 
Southbridge 
Southbridge has demonstrated progress in developing its capacity to address student needs after almost 
seven years in underperforming/Level4 status. Through Southbridge's former Turnaround Plan, the 
district focused on establishing systems for curriculum, instruction, assessment, professional 
development, and financial management. The current work is focusing on embedding and evaluating 
interventions for at-risk students. An embedded district Plan Manager supports this focus. 
The Department participated in the search and interview process for the current superintendent to support 
the Southbridge School Committee in selecting a candidate well-suited to continue leading the district's 
change process. During 2010-11, the Division also provided grant opportunities to support key strategies 
in the District Plan. In SYll-12, support continues. As of this report's preparation, Southbridge does not 
have any Level 4 schools. 
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The New Level 4 District Planning Process 
Given that 1) four of the Level 4 districts were identified under an earlier state accountability system, 2) 
one was identified during the transition between the old and new accountability systems, and 3) two 
additional districts (Lawrence and New Bedford) were being considered for Level 4 district designation, 
the Division engaged in an intensive planning process to develop a new intervention strategy for Level 4 
districts that took into account the lessons learned about what has worked nationally in turning around the 
performance of underperforming school districts. 
In redesigning the Level 4 district intervention strategy, the Department funded partnerships with 
organizations which have extensive experience transforming district systems and turning around the 
performance of schools. Cambridge Education Associates (CEA), a Massachusetts-based consulting firm 
with experience throughout the United States and in other countries, had placed a large urban school 
district under receivership in 2000 and was able to dramatically tum around performance district-wide 
within five years. Department staff worked closely with the staff at CEA responsible for the turnaround 
effort to inform a new Level 4 district intervention process. This planning was supplemented through a 
partnership with the District Management Council (DMC), a Massachusetts-based consulting organization 
that has worked closely with more than 50 urban districts nationally including several in Massachusetts, 
to help identify a system for measuring progress in district turnaround plans. Together, these 
partnerships, partially funded through Targeted Assistance resources, informed a Level 4 District 
Planning process that the Board approved on May 2011 (see Attachment C for a summary), and began 
implementation in summer 2011. Implementation has already shown significant progress in improving 
Level 4 district systems. 
Level 4 Schools and School Redesign Opportunities 
Thirty-five Level 4 schools in nine districts were announced in March 2010 and became the first schools 
to undergo a new turnaround plan development process defined in An Act Relative to the Achievement 
Gap. Each district with one or more of these schools was required to produce a turnaround plan for each 
Level 4 school for the Commissioner's approval, and was given priority to apply for competitive federal 
School Redesign Grants of approximately $500,000 per year for up to three years for each Level 4 school. 
The Department prioritized these districts for assistance and provided significant targeted supports to help 
connect them to useful turnaround resources where appropriate. District leaders and local union 
presidents from all nine districts have been receiving ongoing technical assistance through the 
Department's Level 4 Schools Network (L4N). The L4N hosts regular conference calls and technical 
assistance workshops to clarify the expectations of the law and grant requirements, share promising 
practices for successful turnaround, and network the districts as they develop the conditions for their 
Level 4 schools to improve rapidly. (See Attachment D for a Summary of L4N Activities.) 
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Year 1 Results for 2010 Level 4 Schools 
After the first year of turnaround efforts (SYlO-11), 22 of the 35 Level 4 schools made combined gains in 
ELA and mathematics of five percentage points or higher in the percent of students scoring Proficient or 
better between 2010 and 2011. The following are highlights from 10 of those schools: 
• Charlotte Murkland, Lowell: up 13 percentage points in ELA; up 20 in mathematics 
• Homer Street, Springfield: up 12 in ELA; up 20 in mathematics 
• Alfred G. Zanetti, Springfield: up 11 in ELA; up 20 in mathematics 
• Elias Brookings, Springfield: up 12 in ELA; up 18 in mathematics 
• E J Harrington, Lynn: up 14 in ELA; up 14 in mathematics 
• John F Kennedy, Boston: up 9 in ELA; up 18 in mathematics 
• Orchard Gardens, Boston: up 10 in ELA; up 16 in mathematics 
• William P Connery, Lynn: up 12 in ELA; up 12 in mathematics 
• Jeremiah Burke HS, Boston: up 11 in ELA; up 10 in mathematics 
• Elihu Greenwood, Boston: up 12 in ELA; up 8 in mathematics 
Results on Level 4 districts can be found in Attachment E. 
Three of the above-referenced schools received federal School Redesign Grant funding during S Y 1 0-11. 
Eleven of the Level 4 schools received School Redesign Grants last year, and another 17 schools are 
receiving School Redesign Grant funds beginning this school year (2011-12). Four of the 34 remaining 
2010 Level 4 Schools4 applied for the federal grants but were not funded; they will be eligible to apply 
again. 
Massachusetts received nearly $59 million for the federal School Redesign Implementation grant 
program, and expects to receive additional funding for future grant opportunities. Districts with Level 4 
schools were invited to participate in the competitive process. To apply, district leaders were expected to 
describe how they proposed to focus on creating or improving district systems of support in order to build 
school improvement capacity. Effective systems of support will, in turn, be a key criterion for schools' 
exiting Level 4 status. 
As part of the School Redesign Implementation Grant, schools adopted one of four federally-defined 
Turnaround models. Of the schools selected for funding to date, the majority are implementing the 
Transformation model, which requires increased learning time and new evaluation systems for principals 
and teachers; some are implementing the federal Turnaround model, which requires schools to replace at 
least half of the existing instructional staff; and one school is implementing the Restart model. 
In May 2010, the Race to the Top Priority Partners for Turnaround initiative was launched for the purpose 
of qualifying organizations to assist districts and schools in specific areas of turnaround. This initiative 
was intended to address the concern that, while many companies claim to provide effective turnaround 
services, very few of them possess a track record of results and demonstrated effectiveness. ODST 
implemented a rigorous screening process engaging former superintendents and experts in the field to 
ensure that the vendors selected had proven results. Twenty Priority Partners have been selected in the 
following service areas: social, emotional, and health supports; maximizing learning time; effective use of 
data; and district systems of support. They can be accessed for help as redesign continues in the schools 
just noted. 
4 One of the original Level 4 schools, Agassiz School in Boston, is now closed. 
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In November 2011, six new schools were designated as Level 4. They are: 
• Business Management and Finance High School, Lawrence (grades 9-12) 
• International High School, Lawrence (grades 9-12) 
• James F. Leonard School, Lawrence (grades 6-8) 
• Hayden-McFadden Elementary School, New Bedford (grades PK-5) 
• Bentley Elementary School, Salem (grades K-5) 
• Burncoat Street Elementary School, Worcester (grades K-6) 
While five of the six schools are located in districts that already had other schools designated as Level 4 
schools in 2010, Salem had a new Level 4 school in 2011, once new school-level designations were made. 
Bentley Elementary School was the first Level 4 school in Salem. 
Next Steps for 2010 Level 4 Schools 
The Department will continue prioritizing districts with Level 4 schools for targeted assistance to ensure 
that the gains achieved in these schools continue, and to assist the other schools in producing stronger 
gains. For those Level 4 schools that did not improve, the Department is working closely with their 
districts to share promising practices and troubleshoot implementation challenges. 
The Department has commissioned a formal evaluation of the Level 4 schools to learn more about the 
strategies that have been most effective in improving outcomes for students. 
Other Major Initiatives from the Division for Accountability, 
Partnership, and Assistance 
MASS Superintendents Induction Program 
Beginning in 2010, the Massachusetts Association of School Superintendents (MASS) and the Division 
partnered to develop a three-year induction program for cohorts of superintendents new to the role or new 
to their districts in Massachusetts. A first cohort for superintendents new to Level 3 and 4 districts started 
working together in August 2010 to complete the first year of the three-year program. 
The first year of the induction program was designed to guide the superintendents toward focusing on 
four of the most critical things successful superintendents do in their first year: 
1. Developing and implementing an entry plan aimed at building relationships and assessing 
current conditions, including effective labor-management relations; 
2. Creating a strategy to raise student achievement; 
3. Developing a high-functioning senior leadership team that works productively to focus the 
districts' work on improving student learning; and 
4. Establishing a strong relationship with school committee members and a clear, shared 
understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the committee. 
Participants devote eight days to professional development with their cohort group, beginning in the 
summer. Subsequent meetings are held every six to eight weeks throughout the school year. The 
curriculum for the program draws from the work new superintendents are doing in their districts. To help 
ensure translation of theory to practice, the program matches each superintendent with a coach who 
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provides ten hours of coaching each month. The second year of the program is being designed around the 
same four areas (see previous page), with special emphasis on human capital management and 
supervision and evaluation. The third year of the program will be designed based on participant feedback. 
The Division began this program in SYlO-l1. The program will be funded in part through the Race to the 
Top account in each of the next two fiscal years. Additional districts are participating in SYII-12. 
Educator Evaluation Planning 
On June 28,2011, the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education adopted new regulations to guide 
the evaluation of all educators serving in positions requiring a license - that is, teachers, principals, 
superintendents, and other administrators. The regulations were designed to promote leaders' and 
teachers' growth and development. They place student learning at the center of the process, using 
multiple measures of student learning. By 2013-14, every district in the Commonwealth will be phasing 
in evaluation processes and procedures that are consistent with the new regulations. 
The regulations require that Level 4 schools be the first to implement the new Educator Evaluation 
framework beginning in the 2010-11 school year. The Division has participated in significant planning to 
provide summer workshops and ongoing technical assistance so that the first year of implementation is 
done with the following objectives in focus: 
• Each Level 4 school implements the new Educator Evaluation system in a manner consistent with 
state regulations; 
• Educator Evaluation implementation is done in a manner that accelerates (and does not distract 
from) school turnaround efforts already underway; and 
• Year 1 implementation in Level 4 schools lays the foundation for effective district-wide 
implementation for SY12-13. 
Along with another office at the Department (The Office of Educator Policy, Preparation and Leadership), 
the Division supported the work of the American Institute for Research (AIR) to build professional 
development modules on key aspects of implementing the new Educator Evaluation system. ODST 
District Liaisons and representatives from the DSACs learned from and vetted the modules, and those 
modules are now in use by several approved providers (consultants) who are partnering with districts to 
ensure effective early implementation. 
Federal School Turnaround Grants 
In February 2010, the U.S. Department of Education (USED) finalized regulations for the use of 
competitive grants to intervene in each state's lowest performing schools. Massachusetts was awarded 
$76 million over three years to provide competitive grants to districts. 
• A district is eligible to apply for $500,000 or more per year for up to three years on behalf of each 
of its Level 4 schools (or Federal Tier I and II schools); and 
• A district applying for a School Turnaround Grant must choose 1 of 4 prescribed intervention 
models and demonstrate its capacity to implement that model effectively over 3 years. 
The Department worked with a wide range of stakeholders including superintendents, school committee 
members, union representatives, and state legislators to determine how to identify the lowest performing 
schools that are showing the least improvement. (The Massachusetts Board of Elementary and Secondary 
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Education's Accountability and Assistance and Advisory Council also contributed to the development of 
these regulations.) Selection was based on four years of student achievement and trends in academic 
improvement. At its January 2010 meeting, the Board approved and released for public comment 
regulations to guide the identification process. In February, the Board reviewed modifications 
recommended by key stakeholders and voted on regulations to identify Level 4 schools at its March 23, 
2010 meeting. 
These actions marked the beginning of a several-month process of work to engage stakeholders in 
redesigning these 35 schools to promote rapid improvement in learning for all students. Per the law, the 
superintendents and Commissioner must set rigorous but realistic Measurable Annual Goals that each 
school must meet. (See Measurable Annual Goals, or MAGs, guidance in Attachment G.) These goals are 
to be tied to improvement strategies selected based on data analysis, solid rationales for their selection, 
and support through district systems. 
Ultimately, it is the objective of both the districts and the Department that Level 4 schools be moved out 
of status by meeting the following criteria: 
. a) Improve student achievement for 3 years for students overall and for each subgroup of 
students, as shown by: 
• MCAS and student growth, 
• Reduction in the proficiency gap, and 
• (For high schools) higher education rate and a greater percentage of graduates enrolled in 
higher education within one year of graduation. (For Competency Determination data, see 
Appendix G.); 
b) Demonstrate that the conditions are in place at the school level to sustain that improvement; 
and 
c) Demonstrate that the conditions are in place at the district level to sustain that improvement. 
If, after three years, these schools are not improving rapidly, the Department will intervene to ensure that 
all students achieve at high levels. However, with clear authorities, stronger accountability, and increased 
funding to support the work, schools and districts are in a good position to make change. 
Wraparound Zones 
In 2010-11, the Department launched the Race to the Top Wraparound Zone initiative to assist 
underperforming districts in meeting students' social, emotional, and health needs. The initiative is aimed 
at building district capacity to address students' non-academic barriers to learning. Through a competitive 
RFP process in May 2011, five districts (Fall River, Holyoke, Lawrence, Springfield, and Worcester) 
were selected to implement Wraparound Zones beginning in 2011-12. One district (Lynn) received a 
planning grant to implement the model in SY12-13. Each district is submitting an implementation plan 
that outlines how it will make progress in four priority areas: creating a positive climate and culture, 
developing a proactive system to identify and address student needs, establishing a robust coalition of 
community partners to meet those needs, and ensuring there are district systems to support the work. 
Accountability 
In FY11, the Center for District and School Accountability (CDSA), which had been operating under a 
senior manager, became officially led by an Associate Commissioner. This leadership structure mirrored 
the structure for the State System of Support, which also began to be led by an Associate Commissioner 
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during the same fiscal year. This elevation of leadership ensured direct reporting to a Senior Associate 
Commissioner who is in regular communication with Commissioner Chester on issues concerning 
districts and schools. 
Center for District and School Accountability 
In SYI0-ll, the CDSA conducted 28 district reviews, including reviews in Holyoke, Gill-Montague, and 
Randolph. District review findings were used to inform the Level 4 District Plans that each district was 
required to develop. CDSA also conducted nine standard district reviews in SYII-12, including a review 
of Lawrence Public Schools. The findings and recommendations in the Lawrence review report revealed 
significant deficiencies that later resulted in the Board's declaration of Lawrence Public Schools as the 
Commonwealth's first Level 5 district. 
In non-Level 4 or 5 districts, a total of 16 district reviews were done. Of these, 5 were standard district 
reviews, and 11 reviews were of districts with Commendation Schools, noted for achievement gains for 
their students in poverty. The Commendation Schools received grants for their accomplishments. The 
district and school factors leading to the success of each Commendation School reviewed were described 
in the district reports that were shared to highlight and spread promising practice. 
For Level 4 schools, Monitoring Site Visits were conducted, and feedback was given to school and 
district leadership to promote further improvement planning. As two-thirds of the schools made gains, the 
Department published a report, Emerging Practices in Rapid Achievement Gain Schools. which outlined 
in February 2012 the elements associated with effective first steps toward turnaround. 
Budget 
FY12 7061-9408 Targeted Assistance Spending by Initiative 
Cate or 
Accountability 
Commissioner's Districts 
Commonwealth Priority (Level 4) Schools 
District Capacity Building 
DSAC/Regional System of Support 
Level 4 Districts 
Level 5 Districts 
Other Targeted Assistance 
Professional Development 
Existing Staff - 21 FIE's 
Budget Allocation Total 
7061-9408 FYll account 
* Balance from FYI0 account 
Total funds 
Conference 
Pa roll! Admin Consultants Ex enses Grants 
60,691 
2,259,794 
2,320,485 
$ 6,740,746 
$ 909,663 
$ 7,650,409 
308,441 
1,714,422 
800,334 
525,330 
3,348,527 
7,747 
790,838 
532,812 
650,000 
7,747 1,973,650 
Total 
308,441 
1,714,422 
1,591,172 
1,058,142 
650,000 
68,438 
2,259,794 
7,650,409 
* Monies rolled forward to support the growing number of summer activities as authorized by the legislative language 
expended by August 31, 2011 
Source: Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
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The spending plan above illustrates the Department's focus on building the capacities of the 10 
Commissioner's Districts and the regional system for supporting Level 3 districts through the 
establishment of the District and School Assistance Centers. The plan also reflects the priority placed on 
forging and improving systems within the highest-need districts in the Commonwealth, namely those 
which have been placed in Level 3, Level 4 or Level 5 accountability status. 
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\ \ professional development , Consider how each identified " on NelS 
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\ \ implementation of the I Determination 
...------------."" \\,\ \ Cond~ions for , 
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trend as measured by MCAS [and annual 
growth rate starting in 2011 ) and no Level 
4 schools 
(~) Districts enter Level 4 when: 
(a) the Comrris~oner designates the district 
Level 4 based on District Accountability 
Review findings; or 
(b) the district has one or more schools 
identified as a Level 4 School on the basis 
of quantitative criteria (absolute 
achievement, annual growth rate, and 
improvement trend as measured by MCAS) 
~) Districts declared Level 5 based on the 
following: 
(a) a tact·finding review concludes that the 
district requires stronger intelVention 
(b) district is unable to present an 
acceptable IntelVention Plan andlor meet 
the progress benchmarks; or 
Schools declared Level 5 when district 
intelVention at one or more Level 4 
school(s) does not yield sufficient 
\.. ilr4lrovement / 
~ \ Use ESE's self· \ Conduct selective district Give PRIORITY for assistance ,Complete ESE's district self· / ( 3) \. assessment process \ revl'ews Ab I ' t assessment process I ~ \ ave p us assls ance: ' 
\ to revise improvement guided self.assessment, ' Develop plans to / 
\ , plans and strategies for\ planning guidance, etc, implement Cond~ions /i 
\. mon~oring and '\ for School 
\ implementing them \, Effectiveness at eac> ! 
\ identifed school / 
, \ 
(4) 
\_-,1 
Collaborate with ESE \Comrrissioner appoints WU!BE , Implement strategies / 
\ on IntelVention Plan- \Accountability Monitor; Intervention for meeting priority / 
\ use it to develop , \ conduct or use Above plus ESE indicatOis j' 
, district and school \recent dlstnct appoints Implement A note on federal special education 
\ intelVention \ review, gUide the Assistance Cond~ions for / accountability designations: 
\ strategies and \ IStriclS Uaison to School ESE places each district in one of five levels of 
\ progress developmentol coordinate Effectiveness / accountability related to' compliance w~h special 
\ benchmarks an IntelVention IntelVention' at each I' 
\ Plan appro e ' education law and regulation: \ For Level 4 \ T; ndv provide identified Level 1 = Meets Regulation 
\
SchOOIs \ urnarou Guidance for hool 
, Plan for intelVention sc / Level 2 = At Risk 
\ complete Level 4 /' Level 3 = Needs Technical Assistance 
\ plan and , Level 4 = Needs Intervention 
\ 
I Level 5 = Needs Substantial Intervention 
\ turnaround \ chOOIs strategies 
\ prbeognc~ss ,I '" Placement at one ofthe above levels related to 
\ T------'_--'-ma_rk...J.
s 
,-----:/1 0' I 
\
Joint District·ESE ;/ 
Governance i 
\ / 
\ ,I \1 
special education compliance does NOT mean that 
tlle distrid is placed at the same level for overall 
accountabil~ and assistance, That placement is 
made on the basis of the legend on the len 
August 2010 
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Attachment B 
2011-12 Methodology for Identifying Schools & Districts as Level 3 and Level 4 
Legal Context 
M.G.L. Ch. 69 (1)(J)(a) "Schools that score in the lowest 20 percent statewide among schools serving common grade levels on 
a single measure developed by the department that takes into account student performance data and, beginning on July 1, 2011, 
improvement in student academic performance, shall be deemed eligible for designation as underperforming or chronically 
underperforming. Not more than 4 percent of the total number of public schools may be designated as underperforming or 
chronically underperforming at any given time." 
603 CMR 2.04 (2) "Placement of schools and districts in Level 3. A school shall be placed in Level 3 of the framework for 
district accountability and assistance if it scores in the lowest 20% statewide of schools serving common grade levels pursuant 
to 603 CMR 2.05(2)(a). A district shall be placed in Level 3 of the framework for district accountability and assistance if it has 
a school that has been placed in Level 3." 
603 CMR 2.05 (2) "Placement of schools in Level 4. (a) A school shall be eligible for placement in Level 4 if it scores in the 
lowest 20% statewide of schools serving common grade levels on a single measure developed by the Department that takes 
into account: school MCAS performance over a four-year period based on Composite Performance Index (CPI) in English 
language arts; CPI in mathematics; and percentages of students scoring in the "warning" or "failing" category on MCAS ; and, 
beginning on July 1, 2011 , improvement in student academic performance. [Subsection (b) excluded.] 
(c) Not more than 4% of the total number of public schools may be in Levels 4 and 5, taken together, at any given time. 
(d) Any school designated by the Board as chronically underperforming prior to 2010 may be placed in Level 4." 
Methodology 
1. Identify the number of schools representing the lowest 20 percent 
In general, the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) includes a school in the calculations if it 
could be eligible for designation as a Level 3 or 4 school. Charter schools, schools ending in grade PK, K, 1, or 2, and 
schools without four full years of data are excluded. 
1825 schools open in 2010-11 minus 63 charter schools 
1762 minus 149 early elementary schools 
1613 minus 94 schools that were too small (n < 20) or too new to have four full years of data 
1519 multiplied by 20 percent 
2. Group schools by common grade levels 
= 
= 
1762 
1613 
1519 
304 
ESE assigns schools to one of five grade span categories (elementary, elementary/middle, middle, middle/high, high) 
and uses counts within each grade span to establish a number representing the lowest 20 percent of schools in each 
category. Not more than 4 percent of schools may be identified as Level 4 or 5 at any given time: 
Grade Span # Schools Percent 20 Percent 4 Percent 
Elementary (ES) 839 55 168 34 
ElementarylMiddle (ESMS) 102 7 20 4 
Middle (MS) 268 18 54 11 
Middle/High (MSHS ; includes K-12 schools) 47 3 9 2 
High (HS) 263 17 53 11 
Total 1519 100 304 61 
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Attachment C 
Level 4 District Accountability and Assistance Update 
Background 
At the March 22, 2011 meeting of the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, we presented 
materials describing a new approach to intervening in Level 4 "underperforming" school districts. The 
purpose of this memo is to outline key features of the new Level 4 district requirements and provide an 
update on the Department's progress in implementing the system. 
District Accountability Reviews 
In April 2010, the Board adopted Regulations on School and District Accountability and Assistance (603 
CMR 2.0) directing the Department to implement a new accountability and assistance system to intervene 
in districts and schools. The regulations placed the previously designated underperforming districts (Gill-
Montague, Holyoke, Randolph, and Southbridge) into "Level 4" of the new Framework for 
Accountability and Assistance. The regulations clarified the process for a district in Level 4 to be 
monitored, periodically reviewed and considered for removal from Level 4, either to Level 3 if systems 
and practices were substantially improved, or to Level 5 if the district required more intense intervention 
to improve its systems and student achievement. 
To assess each district's progress in implementing strategies to strengthen district practices and improve 
student achievement, the Department (through the Center for District and School Accountability) recently 
completed a comprehensive district review of each Level 4 district. Concurrently, the Department has 
been developing a process for monitoring and supporting Level 4 districts that takes into account the 
lessons learned over the last decade of underperforrning district intervention. In analyzing the successes 
and challenges of state-to-district intervention both in Massachusetts and nationally, we have developed a 
new approach based on the following key principles: 
1. Students cannot wait for incremental improvement in their educational conditions. Given the 
trends of low performance in a Level 4 district and the lack of district systems to sufficiently 
respond, accelerated and rapid improvement is necessary for all students to graduate adequately 
prepared for college and careers. 
2. The process of accelerated district improvement requires a laser-like focus on 
implementation and dedicated project management support. Existing district capacity is 
insufficient to implement and monitor dramatic transformation of district practice given current 
resources and systems. The Department must support the effort of Level 4 districts to manage the 
process of accelerated improvement planning, implementation, and monitoring. 
3. Monitoring progress in Level 4 districts must be based on outcomes. While monitoring district 
implementation of key actions is necessary to ensure that progress is underway, the Department 
and districts must also use the impacts of those actions as a way to assess progress. 
4. Collaboration between and among stakeholders is essential for sustainable accelerated 
improvement. The district must ensure that school leaders, teachers, parents, and community 
partners are active partners in the implementation of the District Plan. 
The Department's Division for Accountability, Partnership, and Assistance and Center for District and 
School Accountability have been using these principles to generate a new set of requirements for Level 4 
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Districts (Attachment A). These requirements were presented to the Board in March 2011 and the 
Department has begun implementation of the new system. 
Level 4 District Plans 
Each Level 4 District had until June 30, 2011 to submit a new District Plan to the Commissioner that 
commits to a narrow set of focused strategies with clear and measurable benchmarks. The selection of 
strategies proposed in the District Plan must respond directly to the findings and recommendations 
produced in each district's recently-completed District Review. For each selected strategy, the district will 
identify process and outcome benchmarks. Once the Commissioner approves the plan, the district is 
required to draft a Monthly Highlight Report to describe progress and challenges associated with 
implementation of the District Plan. 
Level 4 Plan Managers 
In order to support the development and implementation of a District Plan, the Department will provide 
funding for a portion of a staff position to serve as Level 4 Plan Manager. The Plan Manager will report to 
the superintendent and support the planning, implementation, and monitoring of tasks and resources to 
meet the deadlines specified in the District Plan. Specifically, the Level 4 Plan Manager is responsible for: 
• convening and facilitating district staff to ensure production of the district's Level 4 District Plan; 
• managing the implementation of the Level 4 District Plan to ensure that deadlines are met; and 
• ensuring that monthly Plan Highlight Reports are produced. 
Currently, the Department has interviewed several candidates to serve in the Plan Manager role and made 
introductions of the top candidates to each of the Level 4 district superintendents. (See Attachment B for 
the Plan Manager job description). 
The Department will support each of the Plan Managers with ongoing technical assistance and networking 
activities. 
Level 4 District Monitoring 
The Center for School and District Accountability has developed a Level 4 district monitoring process 
that engages districts on a monthly basis to assess progress in District Plan implementation. Monitoring of 
the Level 4 District Plan implementation will begin after the Commissioner has approved a district's plan. 
Monitoring visits will be carried out on a monthly basis to discuss progress (successes and challenges), 
and review the quality of implementation and will commence one week after the Monthly Highlight 
Report is produced. The Department, through the Division for Accountability, Partnership, and 
Assistance, will create a Quarterly Progress Report and submit it to the school committee. A Semi-Annual 
Report will be created and shared with the school committee, the Commissioner, and the Board of 
Elementary and Secondary Education. Both the Quarterly Progress Report and the Semi-Annual Report 
will be based on the information received in the Highlight Reports and through interviews with district 
staff (Attachment C provides a more detailed description of the Level 4 District Monitoring process). 
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Attachment D 
Summary of Level 4 Schools Network (L4N) Activities 
March 2010 - October 2011 
An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap was signed into law in January 2010 establishing a clear process for the 
Department to identify and intervene in the Commonwealth's 35 lowest performing (Level 4) schools. This new 
state law was enacted shortly before USDOE released [mal regulations for the distribution of School Turnaround 
Grant funding. 
The Level 4 Schools Network (L4N) was convened by the Department to offer assistance to the nine districts and 
facilitate knowledge-sharing among them. The following is a brief summary of the L4N Network activities: 
February 24, 2010 - Meeting with Superintendents to Introduce Process 
Participants: Superintendents and key district staff from all nine districts; ESE staff 
Content of the Meeting: 
• Overview of the Level 4 Schools Context and Process: state law requirements; federal grant requirements; 
analysis of why "turnaround" has low success rate 
• Focus on District Systems of Support: district leadership of the turnaround work with schools; collecting and 
analyzing data; importance of teacher selection and support 
• Managing the Message: networking activity to develop a positive and clear public message once the schools are 
officially announced; inform ESE assistance activities 
March 2, 2010 - Webinar Announcing Level 4 Schools Process 
Participants: Superintendents, local union presidents, and school committee chairs from all nine districts; ESE staff 
Content of the Webinar: 
• Announcement of the Level 4 Schools: the names of the schools were released to each district team prior to the 
call; the formal announcement to the press of the names would not be until March 4 
• Overview of the Level 4 Schools Context and Process 
March 24, 2010 - Workshop with District Teams on Using Data to Inform School Redesign Strategies 
Participants: Superintendents and their key district staff and local union presidents from all nine districts; ESE 
staff; Community Training and Assistance Center (CT AC) staff 
Content of the Workshop: 
• Presentation on Data-Based Root Cause Analysis: demonstration of triangulating performance, perception, and 
observational datato draw conclusions about appropriate intervention strategies 
• Activity Using Sample Data from a School 
April 7,2010 - Conference Call on Leadership Analysis and Data Collection 
Participants: Superintendents and their key district staff and local union presidents; ESE staff 
Content of the Call: 
• School Leadership Decisions: options and expectations for recruiting and selecting new leadership in Level 4 
schools; suggestions for analyzing existing leadership teams 
• Baseline Data Collection: options and expectations for how to collect performance, perception, and observational 
data from which to set goals 
April 9, 2010 - Meeting with Superintendents 
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Attachment E 
Level 4 District Performance Summar! 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Number Number Proficient Proficient Proficient or Proficient or 
of of or Above or Above Above in Above in 
District Students Teachers inELA inELA Mathematics Mathematics 
Boston 56,037 4,260 12,111 46% 10,508 40% 
Fall River 9,873 701 2,340 45% 1,911 37% 
Holyoke 5,896 496 928 32% 725 25% 
Lawrence 12,784 921 2,613 41% 1,907 31% 
Lowell 13,600 939 3,225 46% 2,748 40% 
Lynn 13,547 889 3,173 48% 2,615 40% 
New Bedford 12,538 887 2,773 44% 2,410 39% 
Randolph 2,876 230 840 52% 689 43% 
Southbridge 2,204 184 600 51% 442 37% 
Springfield 25,213 2,077 4,666 37% 3,228 27% 
Worcester 24,192 1,606 5,654 51% 4,665 42% 
Gill-Montague 1,081 94 323 59% 253 44% 
Source: The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
Level 3 District Performance Summar! 
Number Percent Number Percent 
Number Number Proficient Proficient Proficient or Proficient or 
of of or Above or Above Above in Above in 
District Students Teachers inELA inELA Mathematics Mathematics 
Bellingham 2,567 164 996 73% 782 57% 
Brockton 15,828 1,067 4,079 49% 3,071 37% 
Chelsea 5,570 412 1,247 45% 1,107 40% 
Chicopee 7,875 607 2,191 55% 1,727 44% 
Everett 6,142 434 1,483 52% 1,230 43% 
Fitchburg 4,881 334 1,207 47% 971 37% 
Framingham 8,182 642 2,698 64% 2,318 55% 
Gardner 2,563 172 874 64% 662 48% 
Gloucester 3,203 252 1,123 63% 831 48% 
Haverhill 6,804 462 1,969 54% 1,560 42% 
Holbrook 1,187 81 433 64% 353 52% 
Leominster 6,214 436 1,951 58% 1,810 54% 
Malden 6,565 434 1,917 58% 1,590 48% 
Medford 4,849 383 1,618 64% 1,267 50% 
Middleborough 3,457 209 1,199 63% 943 49% 
Nantucket 1,289 118 414 65% 322 50% 
Northampton 2,681 208 976 69% 712 51% 
North Andover 4,638 297 1,962 77% 1,667 65% 
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Number Percent Number Percent 
Number Number Proficient Proficient Proficient or Proficient or 
of of or Above or Above Above in Above in 
District Students Teachers inELA inELA Mathematics Mathematics 
Orange 786 51 267 60% 217 49% 
Pittsfield 5,978 475 1,874 62% 1,730 57% 
Quincy 9,125 630 2,984 67% 2,443 55% 
Revere 6,229 445 1,942 60% 1,674 52% 
Salem 4,565 415 1,217 54% 928 41% 
Somerville 4,855 338 1,168 51% 978 42% 
Stoneham 2,550 191 1,070 76% 833 59% 
Taunton 7,912 363 2,818 65% 2,180 51% 
Waltham 4,796 436 1,578 66% 1,253 53% 
Ware 1,277 92 404 60% 336 49% 
Wareham 3,084 242 1,027 61% 770 46% 
Webster 1,882 130 537 52% 355 34% 
Westfield 5,938 464 2,058 66% 1,499 48% 
West 3,932 299 1,228 60% 1,187 58% Springfield 
Winchendon 1,551 67 442 51% 351 40% 
Winthrop 1,961 145 673 65% 500 48% 
Northampton- 444 47 82 67% 50 41% Smith VIA 
Adams- 1,503 103 525 61% 426 50% Cheshire 
Athol- 1,605 128 464 54% 366 42% Royalston 
Dennis- 3,199 279 1,152 63% 882 49% Yarmouth 
Gateway 1,103 85 405 65% 282 46% 
Mohawk Trail 1,076 99 417 67% 341 55% 
Narragansett 1,495 109 587 63% 495 54% 
Quabbin 2,860 199 1,129 70% 950 59% 
Ralph C Mahar 821 65 279 71% 190 48% 
Quaboag 1,446 99 458 61% 367 49% Regional 
Greater 1,222 135 143 48% 110 37% Lawrence V rr 
Greater Lowell 2,056 179 248 51% 268 55% vrr 
South 672 72 74 45% 81 50% Middlesex V rr 
Northeast Met. 1,265 109 176 57% 174 56% vrr 
Southeastern 1,262 110 214 67% 202 62% vrr 
Source: The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
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Attachment F 
Level 4 Schools by District (FYll) 
District Name School Name 
Boston Agassiz* 
Boston Dearborn 
Boston Elihu Greenwood 
Boston John F Kennedy 
Boston John P Holland 
Boston Orchard Gardens 
Boston Paul A Dever 
Boston William Monroe Trotter 
Boston Blackstone 
Boston Harbor School 
Boston Jeremiah E Burke High 
Boston The English High 
Fall River John J Doran 
Fall River Henry Lord Middle 
Fall River Matthew J Kuss Middle 
Holyoke Morgan Elem 
Holyoke Wm J Dean Voc Tech High 
Lawrence Arlington Elementary School 
Lawrence South Lawrence East Middle School 
Lowell Charlotte M Murkland Elem 
Lynn Wm PConnery 
Lynn E J Harrington 
New Bedford John Avery Parker 
Springfield Brightwood 
Springfield Elias Brookings 
Springfield Homer Street 
Springfield Alfred G Zanetti 
Springfield White Street 
Springfield Gerena 
Springfield Chestnut Street Middle 
Springfield John F Kennedy Middle 
Springfield M Marcus Kiley Middle 
Springfield High School Of Commerce 
Worcester Chandler Elem Community 
Worcester Union Hill School 
Source: The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
* The Aggasiz School in Boston is now closed. 
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Attachment G 
Measurable Annual Goals Guidance for Level 4 Schools 
"What gets measured gets done" 
An Act Relative to the Achievement Gap signed into Massachusetts law in January 2010 established a new process 
and intervention powers for improving the performance of the lowest performing schools-Level 4 schools-as 
identified under the state's new accountability and assistance framework. The new state law requires that 
turnaround plans for Level 4 schools and districts include measurable annual goals in thirteen areas specified by 
law. 
These measurable annual goals should outline outcomes, or measures of change that provide evidence of shifts in 
the skills, knowledge, and behavior of the adults and students targeted by the strategies. 
Well-defined measures can provide a powerful focus for all involved in the effort. Measurable annual goals 
should5: 
• Answer: What will change, for whom, by how much, and by when? 
• Focus on the intermediate and long term 
• Focus on elements such as the acquisition of skills and knowledge, or the shifting of habits and beliefs. 
o For students, these measures demonstrate the extent to which the shifts in adult practice are having an 
impact on their learning and achievement (such as increased performance on MCAS or shifts in their 
aspirations). 
o For adults, these measures demonstrate how teachers, principals, and/or district personnel will approach 
their work differently as a result of the actions taken (such as teachers applying targeted instructional 
strategies in their classroom, or changes in their perception about school culture). 
• Help in objectively determining whether particular strategies or initiatives should be continued, expanded, or 
discontinued and proving whether the district's theory of improvement, as articulated in its redesign plan, is sound 
and effective. 
To assist districts and schools in developing solid measurable annual goals, ESE has developed the following 
template, guidance documents, and tools. For the areas outlined as criteria for removal of a school from Level 4 in 
the Regulations on Accountability and Assistance for Schools and School District, 603 CMR 2.00, ESE has defined 
specific measures and numeric targets as described in Level 4 Exit Criteria Guidance and Methodology listed 
below. 
Guidance Documents and Tools: 
1. Measurable Annual Goals Template (with Sample Measures) 
2. Level 4 Exit Criteria Guidance and Methodology 
3. Baseline Data Tool 
4. Stakeholder Perception Survey Data Resource Guide 
5 This information is adapted from the District Data Team Toolkit, Module 5: Action, page 9, available at 
http://www.doe.mass .edulsdaJucd/ 
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Attachment H 
Competency Determination Rates for the Class of 2011 
Level 4 Districts 
District % Attaining CD 
Lawrence 26% 
Springfield 32% 
New Bedford 37% 
Holyoke 41% 
Fall River 43% 
Southbridge 45% 
Boston 46% 
Lynn 49% 
Randolph 49% 
Lowell 51% 
Worcester 51% 
Gill-Montague 61% 
Source: The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
Competency Determination Rates for the Class of 2011 
Level 3 Districts 
District % Attaining CD 
Northampton-Smith Voc/Ag 33% 
Chelsea 34% 
Greater Lawrence Vocffech 36% 
Holbrook 37% 
Everett 40% 
Fitchburg 43% 
South Middlesex Vocffech 45% 
Chicopee 48% 
Greater Lowell Vocffech 49% 
Somerville 50% 
Northeast Metropolitan Vocffech 51% 
Pittsfield 51% 
Brockton 52% 
Southeastern Vocffech 52% 
Winchendon 54% 
Wareham 54% 
Salem 55% 
West Springfield 55% 
Ware 57% 
Malden 58% 
Mohawk Trail 58% 
Haverhill 60% 
Leominster 60% 
Waltham 62% 
Webster 63% 
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District % Attaining CD 
Revere 64% 
Gardner 64% 
Athol-Royalston 64% 
Westfield 65% 
Quincy 65% 
Medford 66% 
Ralph C Mahar 66% 
Middleborough 67% 
Gloucester 67% 
Adams-Cheshire 68% 
Framingham 70% 
Bellingham 70% 
Narragansett 70% 
Dennis-Yarmouth 71% 
Quaboag Regional 72% 
Winthrop 74% 
Taunton 74% 
Gateway 75% 
Northampton 78% 
Nantucket 78% 
North Andover 79% 
Quabbin 81% 
Stoneham 87% 
Orange #N/A 
Source: The Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
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